
EX PARTE Of? UTE 
OCT 1 1 2005 

TOWN OF 
GREENWICH 
Department of Police, 11 Bruce Place, Greenwich, CT 06830 
Telephone: (203) 622-8000 Fax: (203) 618-8866 

James A. Walters 
Chief of Police 
FBINA 202 

September 29,2005 
Pat 1 
I)< r 

Ms. Marlene Dortch, Esq., Secretary 
Federal (;ommunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: EX PARTE: SuDport for Petition for Reconsideration. WTB Docket 02-55 

Dear Ms. Dortch 

The Greenwich Police Department would put forth the' following comments in support 1 ) (  

the FCC Regon 8 - Tri-State Regonal Planning Petitionfor Reconsideration as filed on January 2.1 
ZOOS, its Ke.ponse to Opposition to Petitionfor Reconsideration as filed April 28, 2005, and the Natioi?;!' 
Association of Regional Planning Committees' support fhng on September 14, 2005. 'I'hcqi, 
filings request that the FCC revert back to full interference protection of the NPSPAC channc! 
during the 800 MHz rebanding process. With the timeline for 'Wave 1" rebanding o f  th: 
NPSPAC spectrum now only months away, this matter is of particular urgency. 

The Greenwich Police Department operates and administrates an approximately 5% 
subscriber 800 MHz, trunked radio system across several NPSPAC channels. Our syst rn~ '  
provides the primary means of radio communications support for all elements of emcrgciic 
operations in our municipality, including Police, Fire and EMS services. To permit c \ u i  
temporary interference during the rebanding process would have a significant and detriment::' 
effect on the provision of all emergency and public safety services to a city of 60,000 pcrstwv 
Currently, we routinely experience radio communications difficulties from interference of the t y p  
that the rebanding process is designed to correct. Unfortunately, we are quite familiar wi:l 
intermodulation interference in the NPSPAC spectrum and are engaged in an on-going battle I, 

isolate and correct it because of its deleterious effect on public safety. To have your organizati;ir 
provide its tacit approval to permit this interference even for brief periods during the reband!.:: 
process is highly objectionable. 



The Greenwich Police Deparment would bring to your attention the following t h n -  
especially salient points (as excerpted from the Region 8 Rep.$ to Opposition of April 28, 2005) ae 1 1  

why interference protection should be afforded to the greatest possible extent: 

( I )  The NPSPAC band does indeed have unique charactetzstics, as it is the 0.4 non-interleavedpubli~, . s u j , 1 7  . .  

band at 800 MHz, making it much less susceptible to receiver generated third and j’iflh omhi 

intermodulation products resulting fmm ESMR and cellular inteference f . Because o f  this, , I . .  

intermodulation issues related to spectrum interleaving are eliminated. 
inteference to NPSPAC utiliyation is due to high levels o f  in-band noise resulting jmm cellular iii!l 
ESMR OOBE due to the use o f  spectral.$ impure comhiner/transmitter systems and 6_y receiver overhi, 
due to uey  large out-ofNPSPAC band signals @.e. cellular and ESMR) at close pm.ximig to p u P  
.sa&y receivers. 

(2) The NPSPAC hand is the on.$ location when international.$ defined 800 M H y  Mutual :!t 

Intemperabili& channels are located. 
comprehensive mutual aid and intemperability j r s t  responder system spanning three states. Inteferenciz 1 8 1  

these channels (which are interleaved thmughout the NPSPAC band) is complete.$ unacceptable. 7 %i..,. 

international4 dejned intemperabilig channels are the most effective and seamless place to go durinq I 

lurge-scale inrident in order to intemperate withjrst responders coming into a local areafmm outside ari’ris 
or for multiple agencies to assist in a localiyed or Regional incident. It is ludicmus to even suggest thuf t i ,  
in:band pmtection of these channels should be compromised for a y  reason, much less to protect , iom 

ethereul and undejined, loss of “fevel ofservice”for out-of- band intefennce sources. Furthermore, t h e  hu i i . :  

tactical utili7ation of these channels requires that the on.$ practical solution to pmviding effective area-n 
monitoring and protection o f  these channels fmm out-of-hand inteference sources is to pmvide protection !., 
the entire NPSPAC band. I t  is simp4 not an acceptablepoliy to wait until inteference ucmrs on [ l i t ! .  

channels (or aty NPSPAC channels for that matter), and then re.$ upon a second tier or “bestpruL/i:.c 
solution’: Not on4 will relief come too late in these instances, but a heinous loss o f f @  andpmper4 rnip 
also result. Just imagine what could happen if such a &tical communications link is inte+red ami 
time-sensitive evacuation order is lostz. Unfortunate.$, we understand the consequences ofthis too well. 

Even today, the mqor L.UU.IC 

In Region 8, these channels provide the core spectrum f.7- 

(3) Public sdeg entities do not have thejscal abilig to  build out their entire systems in order to be afforonlw 
sutifacto y inteference pmtechbn that is tied to a well-defined quick resolution pmcess. Requinnf puIJ 
.su& entities to simp4 increase their signal levels 16 dB in order to get inteference pmtectiun is not nnl: 
ludicrous, but equivalent to wanton spectrum pollution. I t  is also a massive waste o f  taxpayer d o h -  
Clear4 there must be a more ‘%alanced”solution than the one pmposed b_y Nextel and tentative4 amp.: 
h_y the Commission. 

’ Almost by definition, most high-level IM3 and IM5 products (the main sources of this harmful interference) produce (In 
combination) cellulariCMRS interference, cellularicellular interference, and CMRSiCMRS interference that occurs maiii I \  
outside of the NPSPAC band. 

’ Worse still is the emergency call that does not get through because of “acceptable levels of interference“. The oMicer 
needs immediate assistance does @always get the automatic retries; his first call for help may be the only call he can 
make. He or she does not get to call back later, retry his call, or may not even be aware that his message has gone iinheari’ 



A review of the record indicates that Regon 8 is the only body that appears to have fulli 
considered, analyzed and presented tangble evidence of the considerable effect upon and amonnt 
of operational area that public safety will lose should the interim interference protection levels tw 
adjusted upward from -101/-104 dBm to -85,'-88 dBm. It is clear that Region 8 has provided :I 
quantitative assessment (in the form of analyses) and evidence (in the form of collectrtl 
measurements) about what will be the true effect of this change. The potential result of thcw 
regulatory changes is alarming. Accordmgly, the Greenwich Police Department strongly :mI 
respectfully requests that the Commission revert back to the original protection levels for d i t  

NPSPAC poraons of the 800 MHz band. 

JAW/nra 

Cc: James A. Lash, First Selectman 
Administrative Lt. Mark Kordick 


